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Response to Comment C35-13
The public comment period for this Draft EIR/EIS was 90 days,
beginning January 18, 2002, and ending April 26, 2002. This period
would seem to be ample to conduct research required to comment on
the document. The Alternatives Analysis included all plausible
alternatives suggested at the Scoping Meetings.

Response to Comment C35-14
Refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between the
Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project in Section 3
of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C35-15
Without a specific reference to a part of the Draft EIR/EIS, this
comment is too general to respond to. Comment noted.

Response to Comment C35-16
The reference to any alternative being "cost-effective" will be removed
from the Alternatives Analysis in Appendix D (refer to the Appendix D,
FEIR subsection in Section 4.2, Text Revisions of this Final EIR/EIS).
Cost was not a criterion in the evaluation of alternatives.
Additionally, criterion C5 for the Proposed Project will be modified to
Unknown.

Response to Comment C35-17
Refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between the
Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project in Section 3
of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C35-18
Please refer to the Master Responses on Air Quality Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan and Air Quality Health Effects
Associated with Dust Emissions and Socioeconomics Property
Values and Fiscal Impact Estimates in Section 3 in this Final EIR/EIS.
Also refer to response to Comment R5-6 regarding the comment on
odors at the Salton Sea.
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Response to Comment C35-19
Refer to the Master Responses on Air Quality Salton Sea Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 3 of the Final EIR/EIS for the details of air quality mitigation measures.
These mitigation measures address the socioeconomic impacts mentioned in the comment.

Response to Comment C35-20
Please refer to the following Master Responses in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS: Biology Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy; and Biology Impact Determination
for Fish in the Salton Sea.
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Response to Comment C35-21
Comment noted.

Response to Comment C35-22
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment C35-23
Comment noted.

Response to Comment C35-24
Based on the Lead Agencies' current understanding of the impacts
related to the Proposed Project and alternatives, the region of influence
included in the Draft EIR/EIS is appropriate. Refer to Section 3.16,
Transboundary Impacts, of the Draft EIR/EIS for impacts to Mexico as
a result of implementation of the Project. In addition, according to the
Salton Sea Science Office, no studies have been conducted that show
that the odors from the Salton Sea travel to Yuma, Arizona (Barnum
2002).

Response to Comment C35-25
Please refer to the Master Response on Other Desalination in
SDWCA Service Area and Comments Calling for Increased
Conservation in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C35-26
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment C35-27
The IID/SDCWA water transfer will not determine the blend of water
(Colorado River, SWP water, or other water sources) that is delivered
from MWD to SDCWA. The MWD/SDCWA Exchange Agreement does
provide that the water delivered to SDCWA shall be at least as good as
the water delivered by SDCWA to MWD, and may be of better quality,
at MWD's discretion. Regardless of whether the Exchange Agreement
is in effect, the blend of water delivered by MWD to SDCWA is
determined by the MWD Board of Directors. MWD maintains that it is
not required to provide any particular blend of water to its member
agencies, and in some past years SDCWA has received almost
exclusively Colorado River water. The composition of the blend of
water that MWD delivers to SDCWA, therefore, will not be determined
by the IID/SDCWA water transfer, but instead by whatever, if any,
blending policy MWD may have at a given time.

Response to Comment C35-28
The QSA would result in a change in the amount of water the Secretary
would deliver to MWD's diversion point at Lake Havasu (above Parker
Dam) and Imperial Dam, CVWD's and IID's diversion point. In a normal
year, in aggregate, deliveries to Imperial Dam would be reduced by
183 to 388 KAFY, and this water would be delivered to the MWD facility
at Lake Havasu. Therefore, there would be a reduction in flow in the
Colorado River between 183 and 388 KAFY from Parker Dam to
Imperial Dam. The components of the QSA that would reduce
deliveries at Imperial Dam include:

•  The Proposed Project in the IID Water Conservation and Transfer
Project Draft EIR/EIS: Water conserved and transferred by IID
(130 KAFY to 300 KAFY-minimum of 130 KAFY in the event that only
130 KAFY is transferred to SDCWA, and the first and second KAFY is
transferred to CVWD; maximum of 300 KAFY in the event that the
200 KAFY is transferred to SDCWA and the first and second 50 KAFY
is transferred to MWD).
•  Reduced deliveries as a result of the All American and Coachella
Canal lining projects (together totaling 93.7 KAFY).
•  Reduced deliveries by CVWD and IID to account for Miscellaneous
PPRs and Federal Reserved Rights (together totaling 14.5 KAFY).
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Response to Comment C35-29
Drip Irrigation. Drip irrigation is successfully used on over 12,000
acres within the IID water service area today. IID growers using drip
have developed successful management strategies to maintain a salt
balance in the root zone and to avoid reducing crop yields. In general,
IID growers will apply extra water as a leaching fraction regardless of
the type of irrigation. If necessary, growers using drip will also apply an
annual flood leaching application of water to maintain a favorable salt
balance, as is customarily done with surface irrigation as well. Drip
irrigation is not intended to reduce the leaching requirement, which is
dependent on the salinity of the irrigation water, but is instead intended
to reduce excess deep percolation and tailwater losses.

Tailwater Recovery Systems. IID has collected limited volumetric and
salinity data from existing tailwater return systems, some of which have
been in use for over ten years. These data do give some indication of
the potential impacts and challenges associated with the long-term use
of such systems. The average tailwater salinity increase, over a
complete irrigation, has typically ranged from 6 to 42 percent,
depending on soil type, crop, and tailwater duration. One of the most
critical aspects of tailwater return system operation and management is
the mix of irrigation and tailwater at the head of the field. The average
increase in salinity of the mixed water has typically ranged from 4 to 21
percent, again depending on soil type, crop, and tailwater volume.
Depending on the soil type and crop sensitivity to salinity, such
increases could require a higher leaching fraction, additional tile drains,
and/or increased leaching applications between crops.

Tailwater return systems can be successfully managed over the long
term without reducing soil productivity. Successful management of a
tailwater return system will, as noted above, usually require additional
leaching. The conservation estimates for existing tailwater return
systems are adjusted to account for a higher leaching requirement.
Likewise, when we have modeled tailwater return systems as part of
the mix of conservation methods for the San Diego agreement, we
have accounted for increased leaching requirements as well.

Level Basin. Level basin irrigation has been used in the IID water
service area on a pilot project basis. Initial results indicate that leaching
and salinity management are improved under level basin irrigation. The
concept behind level basin is to apply a high flow rate to a small area
over a short period of time, accurately controlling the depth of
application. Allowing water to "stagnate" on the surface of most
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Comment C35-29 (continued)
Imperial Valley soils will result in an anaerobic root zone condition commonly known as "scald". Scalding is usually fatal to the crop being grown. Water is not allowed to "stagnate" on
field surfaces, regardless of the irrigation method used to apply the water.

IID agrees with your comment that in general, tailwater removes some salt as it progresses across the field, especially in cracking clay soils. Please refer to Natural Resources
Conservation Engineers (NRCE) testimony before the State Water Resources Control Board hearing on IID's amended petition for a water transfer.

Response to Comment C35-30
Evaporation at the Salton Sea is driven primarily by wind and temperature. Humidity from the irrigated lands adjacent to the Sea is a small factor. The amount of acreage proposed to be
fallowed is approximately 15 percent of the total irrigated area. Therefore, the decrease in humidity that may occur as a result of fallowing would result in immeasurably small effects on
the evaporation of the Salton Sea.

Response to Comment C35-31
Under the terms of the QSA, CVWD agrees not to utilize water acquired by transfer from IID outside of Improvement District No. 1 (the lower Coachella Valley area). CVWD shall use its
best efforts to utilize water acquired by transfer from IID to address the groundwater overdraft problem in Improvement District Number 1 and to implement a program of direct and in-
lieu recharge designed to help achieve a safe groundwater yield within Improvement District No. 1.

IID will not object to the use of Colorado River water in the Coachella Valley outside of Improvement District No. 1 if that use is designed to maximize the effectiveness of Improvement
District No.1's water use and recharge programs. However, the use of water for direct and in-lieu recharge in Improvement District No.1 is most efficiently served by the delivery of
Colorado River water through the Coachella Branch of the AAC. Delivering the water at Whitewater would put it outside of Improvement District No. 1 by 20 to 30 miles and be in direct
violation of the terms of the QSA if it were recharged into the upper valley aquifer, which does not benefit Improvement District No. 1.

However, IID will make conserved water available for CVWD by reducing its consumptive use of Colorado River water at Imperial Dam by an amount equal to the conserved water to be
acquired by CVWD. CVWD accepts responsibility for the conserved water at Imperial Dam. CVWD bears the sole risk and responsibility for transporting the conserved water to the
CVWD service area, and any and all conveyance losses and energy costs will be borne by CVWD. Delivery of the conserved water through the CRA would require pumping to get it to
Whitewater, whereas it can gravity-flow through the Coachella Canal. The planned lining of the Coachella Branch of the AAC prior to the commencement of the IID/CVWD water transfer
will minimize conveyance losses.

As your comment notes, the impacts of either route have been analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C35-32
Refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between the Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment C35-33
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology  Approach to the
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment C35-34
The approach to addressing Salton Sea impacts has been revised to
avoid impacts through the use of additional water to offset reductions in
inflow to the Sea resulting from water conservation and transfer (see
the Master Response on Biology—Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS). This revised
approach does not preclude the use of water from other sources.

Response to Comment C35-35
Regarding the First Bullet: The commenter is correct in stating that
some of the effects of the No Project alternative would also be effects
of the Proposed Project or one or more of the alternatives. The
Alternatives were constructed to avoid or substantially lessen the
significant effects of the Proposed Project. Therefore, they are
described in such a way that allows the reader to understand how that
end is accomplished. For example, the description of Alternative 2 in
Section 2.3.2.2 states that, "Alternative 2 would not comply with the
QSA (if the QSA is finalized) because no water would be made
available for transfer to either CVWD or MWD." Inherent in this
statement is the assumption that aquifer depletion in the CVWD service
area would continue through the year 2077, which is stated under the
No Project Alternative.
Chapter 4 in the Draft EIR/EIS describes the salient elements of each
alternative to allow for a meaningful comparison of each Alternatives'
relative merits, including whether each Alternative would comply with
the IOP, involve a change in the diversion point of Colorado River
water, and meet the terms of the IID/SDCWA Transfer Agreement and
QSA. Chapter 4 also summarizes the major environmental effects of
the Proposed Project and the Alternatives, including the No Project
Alternative. These effects help to differentiate the Alternatives from one
another according to each Alternative's ability to reduce impacts when
compared to the Proposed Project. Also, Chapter 3 of the Draft
EIR/EIS includes a rigorous analysis of the impacts of the Proposed
Project and Alternatives, including the No Project Alternative. In this
way, the Draft EIR/EIS complies with CEQA and NEPA requirements
for the treatment of Alternatives by evaluating the relative merits of
each alternative.
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Response to Comment C35-35 (continued)

Regarding the Second Bullet: SDCWA is participating in the Proposed Project because, without preventive action, water supplies that SDCWA has come to rely on will suffer diminished
reliability in the future. SDCWA has received as much as 672 KAFY of imported water from MWD, and for FY 2002 will receive about 635 KAF. These supplies have been available
largely because MWD's CRA has run at or near capacity for many years, even when supplies from MWD's other imported water source, the SWP, and local supplies have been
curtailed. We now face a future in which a full CRA is not guaranteed. The Proposed Projectwill help ensure a full CRA for the future, and will replace, not supplement, a portion of the
water that SDCWA now purchases from MWD. MWD is considering steps to bolster the future reliability of the CRA, and is addressing other water source issues. However, the
Proposed Project is the linchpin of the QSA, and the QSA is a key to MWD's ability to ensure a full CRA in the future. Therefore, while the Proposed Project is important to SDCWA's
future water reliability, it is also an important component of MWD's future reliability.

Rgarding the Third Bullet: The limitations on local water supply development in the SDCWA service area and the extensive efforts to conserve water and develop local supplies are
discussed in the Master Response on Other-Desalination in SDCWA Service Area and Comments Calling for Increased Conservation in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS. It is significant
that future additional regional water needs identified in the SDCWA Urban Water Management Plan will be met primarily through conservation and development of local supplies.
However, SDCWA will still require its imported water supplies. Regarding the future cost of MWD supplies, it is logical that those supplies will have a higher cost in the future. As
demands on a finite water supply have increased throughout California and in the Colorado River basin, MWD has realized that it must take significant actions to ensure its future
supplies. In the past, the cost of water to MWD has been virtually nothing, and most expenditures were for construction and maintenance of infrastructure. To bolster current supplies
and meet increasing demands, MWD in the future will in all likelihood have to purchase some of it water supplies and implement large storage projects to carry over water to drier years.
This will all cost billions of dollars that MWD in the past did not have to spend. For these reasons, it would be logical to conclude that higher MWD costs are very likely in the future.
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